











EBREW TEXT 


"ZECHARIAH 18 


‘ed 


ee 


BY. 
EIJI ASADA 


TOKYO, JAPAN 


CHICAGO. 


University of Chicago Press 
1896 ae 








THE HEBREW TEXT 


i) 


re * 
i 
AC 


OF 


ZECHARIAH 1-8 — 


COMPARED WITH THE DIFFERENT ANCIENT 
VERSIONS 


BY 
EIJI ASADA 


TOKYO, JAPAN 


CHICAGO 


The University of Chicago Press 
1896 


Theology |_ibrany 


‘CHOOL OF THEOLOGY 
AT CLAREMONT 
California 


A DISSERTATION PRESENTED TO THE FACULTY OF THE 
GRADUATE SCHOOL OF ARTS AND LITERATURE OF THE UNIVERSITY 
OF CHICAGO, MAY 1, 1893, IN CANDIDACY FOR THE 
DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 


[Reprinted from TH AMERICAN JOURNAL OF SEmITIC LANGUAGES AND 
Lirrraturss, Vol. XII., Nos. 3 and 4. Chicago, I1.] 


TABLE OF CONTENTS. 


INTRODUCTION. - - - - - - . - 5 
LitERATURE. - - - - - - . 6 
VARIATIONS IN GENERAL. - - - - - - 6 
VARIATIONS DUE PRESUMABLY TO THE TRANSLATORS. - - 8 
VARIATIONS DUE PRESUMABLY TO THE MSS. - - - = KS) 


Variations oF DoustruL OriGin. - - - - - 25 
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WITH THE DIFFERENT ANCIENT VERSIONS. 


By Ens Asapa, Pu.D., 


Professor of Old Testament Literature in the Aoyama Methodist Seminary, 
; Tokyo, Japan. 


INTRODUCTION, 


The purpose of this thesis is to compare the Hebrew text of 
the first eight chapters of Zechariah with the ancient versions, 
and to examine the variations presented in the versions. In the 
presentation of the results, I have received suggestions from 
Workman’s The Text of Jeremiah, and from Patterson’s The 
Septuagint Text of Hosea. But I have tried, as far as possible, 
to consider the nature of every variation more carefully than 
Workman did, and to classify the variations more logically than 
Patterson. It is not the purpose to write a commentary on the 
book or notes upon the text, but simply and concisely to pre- 
sent the variations in the different versions and classify them 
according to their probable origin. Consequently there is no 
attempt made to explain all technical names and expressions com- 
mon in the works of textual criticism. 

The most important of all the versions is the Septuagint, and 
I have examined it more carefully than any other version. The 
LXX. of Zech. 1-8 seems to be the work of one man, per- 
haps different from the translator of the remaining chapters of 
the book. The translation is a very careful and excellent presen- 
tation of the original. But it is less literal than the LXX. trans- 
lation of other portions of the Old Testament, and presents many 
interesting variations. There are cases of suggestive additions, 
of careless omissions, of free paraphrase, and of unintelligible 
translation. The next in importance is the Vulgate, which gives 


a very accurate and faithful translation of Zech. 1-8, and con- 
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tains fewer variations than the LXX., the Peshitto or the Targum. 
Therefore, it seems that the MSS. used by the Latin translator 
were not much different from the MSS. underlying the present 
Massoretic text. The Targum Jonathan of these chapters, like 
all other Targumim, is full of paraphrases and interpretations. 
But it furnishes many important suggestions, and, in a few cases, 
gives a better reading than that of the Massoretic text. 

The Peshitto of Zech. 1-8 is also useful for textual criticism. 
True it is that the Syriac translation is, in general, free, obscure, 
and inaccurate; but many of its variations are to be accepted in 
preference to the Massoretic text. Besides these four chief ver- 
sions the Arabic version has been consulted, which differs but 
little from the LXX., and the valuable translations by literal 
Aquila, cautious Theodotion and clever Symmachus. 


LITERATURE. 


For the constitution of the text the following books and 
editions have been used and consulted: 

Baer and Delitzsch’s edition of the Hebrew text, Tischendorf’s sixth 
edition of the Septuagint, and the texts of the other versions as found in 
the London Polyglot, Origen’s Hexapla, and Stier-Theile’s Polyglot. 

Some of the works constantly consulted are: 

Driver’s Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel. 

C. H. H. Wright’s Zechariah and his Prophecies. 

W. H. Lowe’s “Zechariah” in Ellicott’s O. T. Commentary for 
English Readers. 

A. Kohler, Die Weissagungen Sacharjas, chap. 9-14, Erlangen, 1861-2 

Hitzig-Steiner’s Die zwélf Kleinen Propheten. 

T. W. Chambers’ “Zechariah” in Lange’s Commentary. 

Maurer’s Commentarius in Vetus Testamentum. 

Driver’s Introduction to the Literature of the O. T. 

Keil’s Minor Prophets. 

Briggs’ Messianic Prophecy, etc. 

For the sake of convenience and simplicity, Syriac and Arabic 
words are written in ordinary Hebrew characters. 


VARIATIONS IN GENERAL. 


Variations are numerous, interesting and, in some cases, 
extremely peculiar. There are many cases in which the readings 
differ in respect to the tense of a verb. For instance, the trans- 
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lators give the present tense for the past (1:6 in LXX.), the 
past for the future (8:3, in Vulg.), the future for the past (7:13; 
8:10 in LXX.), the future for the present (1:5 in LXX.), the 
present for "335 with participle (8:7 in LXX.), ete. The ver- 
sions present also a few changes in regard to the person and 
number of a verbal form; e. g., plural for singular (2:17 in Tar- 
gum), 3d pers. for Ist pers. (2:15 in Pesh.), Ist pers. sing. for 
3d pers. plur. 8:8 in LXX.), 3d pers. plur. for 1st pers. sing. (2:15 
in LXX.), etc. It may be noted also that a finite verb is given 
for a participle (1:8; 2:7 in LXX.), a participle for a finite verb 
(2:17 in Pesh.), a finite verb for an indefinite (1:14, 17; 8:21 in 
Pesh.) an imperative for an infinitive (3:4 in LXX.), ete. 

Not infrequently the translators change the form or construc- 
tion of a noun, violating etymological or syntactical principles or 
disregarding the sense of the passage and its relation to the con- 
text. The genitive is translated by the accusative (1:17 in 
LXX.), the nominative by the accusative (7:2 in LXX., Vulg,, 
Targ., Pesh.), the accusative by the nominative (7:7 in LXX., 
Vulg., Pesh.), the vocative by the accusative (2:11 in LXX.), 
ete. T ural is given in translation for the singular in the 
Hebrew\(4:12 7:5 in LXX.), the absolute state for the construct 
state (7:9; 8:16 in LXX.), a proper noun for a common noun 
where it was difficult to translate (6:14 in Vulg., Targ.), a com- 
mon noun for a proper noun not familiar to the translator (7:2 
in LXX., Pesh.), and a proper noun for another (5:11 in LXX., 
Targ., Pesh.; 7:2 in LXX.). A proper noun is sometimes mis- 
taken for a verbal form (6:10, 14 in LXX.), and in one case an 
untranslatable foreign word is translated, and that of course inex- 
actly (5:6 in LXX.). 

The pronoun also suffers from various changes. For instance, 
2d pers. is given for 3d pers. (3:8 in Pesh.), plural for singular 
(5:5 in Targ.), an interrogative pronoun for another (5:5 in 
Targ.), etc. 

In one instance a cardinal number is rendered by an ordinal 
(1:12 in LXX. and Vulg.) In some cases one part of speech 
is given for another, e. g., a finite verb for a noun (1:3 in 
LXX.), an infinitive for a noun (4:7 in LXX.), a noun for 
a verb (7:3 in LXX.), etc, The form of a sentence is often 
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changed, e. g., the Hebrew declarative is rendered as an interrog- 
ative (1:6 in Vulg.; 8:6 in LXX., Vulg., Eng., Pesh.. [?] ), and 
vice versa the interrogative translated as a declarative (1:12 in 
Vulg.), the interrogative is turned into the imperative (1:6 in 
LXX.), the declarative into the imperative (6:8 in Targ.), etc. 

Besides these, there are a great many more difficult and per- 
plexing variations. The addition and omission of letters, words, 
phrases, and sentences is very common; and their causes are 
various. We find also a few inadequate substitutions, and, in 
some cases, unnecessary repetitions. The arrangement of letters 
and words is often changed, and a new construction is given. 
Inaccurate or free translations are occasionally given, and the 
readings in the original text are obscured. 

All these variations may be classified in two groups: (1) Vari- 
ations due to the translators, and (2) variations due to the 
manuscripts. In the first division, I include those additions, 
omissions and variations of every other kind, for which the trans- 
lators are responsible; and under the second I classify those 
variations which existed in the MSS. used by the translators, those 
which are due to the condition of the MSS., and those which had 
their origin after the work of translation had been done; (3) 
variations of doubtful origin. In respect to some variations, I 
have found it extremely difficult to determine to which class they 
properly belong. It seems to be better to leave such variations 
unclassified than to attempt to theorize concerning their origin 
on the basis of mere conjecture. Therefore, I group them together 
under a third head as doubtful cases. 


i 
I. VARIATIONS DUE PRESUMABLY TO THE TRANSLATORS. 


1. Variations arising from a different pointing —For mesa 
(1:8) LXX. seems to have read mes 22 with Dagesh in ie S 
and renders rav xatackwv. Pesh. follows this and translates 
nooo . Keil says that mp7 is the form for “shady place.” 
Fret compares the word with m20. Béttcher would read mesn. 
But Baer’s reading bs 27a, (after Kimchi) seems to be best, and 
is supported by the Vulg. “in profundo.” — For mind (2:4) 


* Wellhausen, Kleine Propheten, p. 173: ‘‘ Die Bedeutung des Wortes ist unbekannt,”” 
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LXX. reads nid and renders «is yefpas." This makes the passage 
meaningless.—DiI"7299 (2:13). This reading is supported by 
the LXX., rots Sovdevovew abrois ; Pesh. reads yer tay . But Baer 
gives the correct reading pamay> — For "8 (4:18; 6:4) LXX., 
reads “SN, but the reading accepted by the Mass. Text, Vulg., 
Targ. and Pesh. is to be preferred.— For “157 (7:3) LXX. reads 
“127 and gives 73 dyiacya “the holy place.”—For DEW (7:9; 
8:16) LXX. reads wEw2.—For WY 79 (8:20) Vulg. reads 7 
“WN and renders “usquequo.”’ . 

2. Variations arising from a different grouping or transpo- 
sition of words.—Some of the variations in this class are inten: 
tional changes made by the translators, and a few are due to the 
corruption of the text. But most of them seem to be due to the 
careless and hasty work of the translators. 

In 1:5 Pesh. connects 8°N237) with the preceding sentence, 
and destroys the beauty of the Hebrew parallelism.—Pesh. places 
WAN") (1:11) immediately after 13971, but the Massoretic order 
is to be preferred.— Ti) (at the beginning of 1:17) is connected 
by LXX. with the preceding verse.—In 2:6, Pesh. transposes the 
words FAM" and FD"N, but other versions agree with the Hebrew. 
— Pesh. places OU (3:2) at the beginning of the address, 1. e., 
immediately after JOU 58 .—For 2M HOD (6:11) Vulg. reads 
5027 ant.—In 8:13 Pesh. places INT 58 at the end of the 
verse, and spoils the rhetorical beauty of the whole passage 
(8:9-13) which, in the Hebrew, ends as well as begins with the 
same words, 03°73 Fapinn .— In 8:15, Vulg. transposes bowin my 
and TT MI ON. 

3. Variations arising from ignorance, disregard, or an 
unsuccessful presentation of Hebrew idioms, or from a viola- 
tion of Hebrew syntax.—While some allowance must be made 
for the difference of idioms and syntax in different languages, 
one cannot overlook those variations which could have been 
avoided, if the translators had been more faithful to the original 
text. 

LXX. attempts to give the force of the cognate accusative 
RSP... 0p (1:2), by rendering cpyioby . . . dpyiv peyddyy, 
which is somewhat awkward.— For M7728) (1:3), Pesh. gives the 
actual impv. form “VaX, and fails to present the force of the 1 


10 THe Text oF ZECHARIAH 1-8 


consecutive, But the Heb. is more idiomatic and therefore 
preferable.—_LXX. renders Wa¥ (1:8) by ciorijxcs, which is less 
vivid than the original— For W2w Daw Tt (1:12), LXX. gives 
rotro éBSopyxoarav éros. Vulg. follows LXX., and translates ‘“sep- 
tuagesimus annus.” But in view of Targ., Pesh., and the Heb., 
we must reject the LXX. reading, which does not suit the context 
so well.—Targ. renders "M3) (1:17) by °99N". This is impos- 
sible, because the verb is not followed by the preposition 5, but 
by 2.—For wad) (3:4), LXX. gives xai évdveare, and fails to 
express the peculiar force of the perf. "72057, followed by W2>s71 
(cf. Harper, Hebrew Syntaa, § 28, 4,a). Targ. and Pesh. pre- 
sent the sense of these words fairly well, though they weaken the 
original force. (Wellhausen reads yoadn.—For "3 "20 SDN 
pan a (4:14) LXX. gives odroe of Svo viol THs mdTyTOS 
rapeorijxac. This rendering would be for PNT IIL 2 Sw 
oa .—For Taxa (5:2), LXX. has mjxewv, and Vulg. “cubi- 
torum,” both of which renderings fail to express the force of the 
preposition 3. Targ. and Pesh. omit the preposition altogether. 
— For ay-nya MINST (6:5), LXX. gives éxropevovrar rapacrijvar ; 
Vulg. “egrediuntur ut stent”; Pesh. “i Ya°pt. But all these 
versions utterly fail to give the original meaning.— For }15S POX 
(6:8), LXX. gives the extremely literal translation yqv Boppa.— 
mir (6:11), plural in form and singular in sense, is incor- 
rectly rendered by LXX. oredpdvous; Vulg. ‘coronas’; Arab. 
DONSN. Targ. gives the compromising translation 27 4959, but 
Pesh. has the simple xd-b5. The same word in 6:14 is again 
taken by Vulg. as plural, but by LXX. as singular. See Well- 
hausen, 179, on this verse—In D275 MN ND (7:7) LXX., 
Vulg. and Pesh. disregard M8 and take D°27H as the subject of 
the verb “to be” understood. Wellhausen reads 7X for MN. 
—Vulg. renders pad (7:12) by “cor suum,” failing to express 
the collective idea of the pron. suffix in the original LXX. 
renders TANT WD (8:3) by éds édnbunj without the article. 
Wright translates “a city of the truth,” without ascribing the 
absence of the article to the syntax of the construct state. But 
Targ. has NOWIPT NAMIp.— WIP WH (8:3) is rendered by LXX. 
8pos dyov Without the article. But Targ. and Pesh. give the correct 
translation NWP NV. 
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4, Variations which may be ascribed to carelessness and 
maccuracy of the translators.—Under this division may be 
included many of the omissions and additions of unessential par- 
ticles, conjunctions, adverbs, pronouns, etc. For instance: 

The LXX. Aya for BNI (1:3, 4, 16; 2:9, 10, 14; 3:9, 10; 5:4; 8:6, 
11, 17) loses sight of the peculiar force of the original word. 
The Targ. 28, and the Syr. "Wa& are better—NI (1:4) is 
omitted both by LXX. and by Pesh., but the general tone of such 
an earnest request as expressed in the passage favors its presence. 
For 7 (1:10; 4:5; 6:5), Pesh. gives N29 without the conjunc- 
tion before it LXX. omits MMN (1:12) and fails to present the 
emphatic force in the original.—For "Vax (1:14), Pesh. gives 
“VaN1, which, of course, is wrong. So also in 1:17.—In 2:17, 
Pesh. renders "WI by W9NNI— TIN (3:9) is omitted by LXX. 
—niT (4:2) is omitted by Pesh\In 4:6 3" and “vaxd 
(twice) are omitted by Pesh.—Pesh. renders WN) (4:11, 12) 
without the conjunction and destroys the idiomatic Hebrew.— 
Dp van (4:12), which is the noun-predicate of "WN, is connected 
by Pesh. with NMNIS, confusing the gender. Symmachus 
also presents this error—MDNM (5:7) is omitted by Pesh.—In 
6:3 Vulg. read DO'YAN OTD.*—The second Waxd in 7:3 is 
omitted by Pesh.—For "7% (7:13), LXX. incorrectly gives 
kai éorat. This error affects the LXX. translation of the following 
verbs.—Vulg. transposes "WN in 8: 9.—From “Mani x4 (8:14), 
Pesh. omits 85 and renders MpZANI. (So in London Polyglot, 
but Lee’s edition has 85).—From DM "au (8:20), Pesh. 
omits) and takes O'"Y "“2W" as appositive to HVA9.—In 8:21, 
Pesh. seems to have read 77aN™ for "Vand. 

5. Obscure rendering and the omission of difficult words.— 
In many cases, the translators attempt to give the general sense 
of a passage, in which they find some word or words too difficult 
to render literally. This brings forth an obscure and sometimes 
unintelligible translation. It seems to be more common to omit 
difficult words altogether than to give an uncertain translation 
of them. 

Pesh. renders D°OW7 (1:8) simply by NID°N, and hesitates 


* On 6:3 see especially Lagarde, Nominal-ibersicht, 29 rm. LXX. Wapés, Targ. yaup, 
of ashy-gray color. Aquila xdprepos, agreeing with Hebrew; Lagarde proposes to read 
DB 3N, ‘of whitish color.”’ 
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to express what kind of trees they are. See also the Syr. of 
1:10, 11. LXX. translates regularly by dpy (cf. 6:1). —In 6:3, 
Pesh. seems to feel the difficulty connected with D°X2N, and 
omits the word altogether. Cf. 6:7.—In 6:14, Vulg. renders 
wn) by “et Hem,” and Targ. also takes it as a proper name. 
But Pesh. omits the uncertain word 41, and substitutes N°wT>4 
WHEE IS. Cf y: 10.— >" (7:2) part of a proper name, is ren- 
dered by LXX. and Pesh. as a common noun; 6 Baowreds; nob. 
—minwi. . . "Maw (8:3) is differently rendered by translators. 
Pesh. does not seem to be sure about the tense of these verbs, 
and avoids the difficulty by rendering both by the participles 
swan and Nis. — "MND WR TON 52 MN (8:17) is difficult in 
construction. UXX. renders ratra rdvra éuéonoa, Theodotion adds 
“& before épicnoa. Pesh. follows the LXX. Vulg. and Targ. have 
tried to translate the "WN, but have failed to give the force of 
mN. On the other hand, LXX. and Pesh. have preserved the 
original construction of sox 55 mx, and consequently neglected 
the word "WN .—The meaning of DIS) "ww OS wa AS 
“wT Dur wawM (8:19) must have been very obscure in the 
mind of the LXX. translator, for he renders vyoreia 9 retpas Kai 
ynorela. } meurry, vnoteta 9 EBSSun Kal vyoteia 9 Sexary. But Aquila, 
Symmachus, and Theodotion understand the correct meaning, and 
translate rather inexactly vyotefa 4} tod tetdptov, Kal 9 Tod TELTTOV, 
kal 4 Tod EBddpou, Kal y Tod Sexdrov.— For WN 9 (8:20), Pesh. has 
S50, but LXX. omits "WN. To avoid the difficulty, Henderson 
supplies T's" between the two words. 

6. Explanatory additions—When the translators think the 
original to be too concise, too elliptical, too figurative, too obscure 
or too anthropomorphic, they supply some words or phrases by 
way of explanation. 

After "WN WIND (1:1) Pesh. adds the phrase NTA 7M. 
This seems to be quite a common phraseology of the prophets 
(of. Ezek. 26:1; 31:1; Hag. 1:1, et al.), and it would not be 
unreasonable to suppose that the phrase may have existed in the 
original text. Kohler suggests that the word WIM means the 
day of the new moon, 7.e., the first day of the month. But it is 
doubtful that “the first day of the month” should mean more than 
“the beginning of the month.’ Therefore, the phrase seems to 
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be an explanatory gloss; and even if it was in the original, we 
must be grateful to the editor for omitting it——Before UA (1:15) 
Targ. inserts y by, but this reading is not supported by other 
versions.— Before N7p (1:17) LXX. adds the extra sentence 
kal elre mpds pe 6 dyyedos 5 addy ev épot. But this insertion seems 
to be out of place——Vulgate explains "7 (2:4) by the additional 
phrase, “per singulos viros.”— After WN (2:8) LXX. supplies 
Aéywv, which is unnecessary. — After qx (3:3) Pesh. adds 
iy, and makes its favorite phrase.— In 3:4, Pesh. gives pond7 
as the subject of "1.—For B'T2 (3:5) Targ. and Pesh. seem 
to have read either DPW O52 or OW Osa. Wellhausen, 
176: bei OGD, vermisst man das adj. “rein.”— Before ATi 
(4:12 end), LXX. supplies ras érapvorpiSas.— After 19 (6:13) 
Targ. adds 29.—For Opin (6:15) LXX. has kai oi paxpav da” 
aitov.—"72w2) "wana (7:5) is rendered by Pesh. NTS 
wera] Nw .—In 7:11 Pesh. renders 2°wpmd by “Awad, 
which does not suit the context.—For NP "WD (7:13) LXX. 
dv tpdérov exe.— For ynx2 (8:2) LXX. seems to have read powind 
sd), and renders ri ‘IepovoaAjp cal rhv Susv.— Targ. interprets 
pwr nx (8:15) by Bowie "an>.—For Ova (8:20), LXX. 
reads D2" O29 .— For TT MS wprd (8:21, 22), LXX. gives 
exlytioa To TpdcwTov Kupiou, and Targ. " Op va Wans yan. 

7. Double translation—The translator gives, side by side, 
different renderings of single words, when he is not quite sure of 
the original meaning. For example: In 1:8, for "p(w LXX. 
gives xal Yapol cat moidor, which would show that the translator 
himself did not know the exact meaning of the word. Cf. 6:3. 

8. Variations arising from misunderstanding or misinterpre- 
tation of a word or passage.— For 7) j3 (1:1) LXX. gives viev 
’A88o, thus making W727 and 17> 72 stand in apposition. The 
translator seems to have taken Zechariah not as grandson of Iddo, 
as in Vulg., but simply as his descendant. Soalsoin1:7. Lowe, 
however, inclines to take the viv as a corruption of viod. —sTh I" 
TANDE occurs forty-four times in the first eight chapters, and 
eight times in the remainder of the book of Zechariah (1:3, three 
times, 4, 6, 12, 14, 16, 17; 2:12, 18, 15; 3:7, 9, 10; 4:6, 9; 5:4; 
6:12, 15; 7:3, 4, 9, 12 twice, 18; 8:1, 2, 3, 4, 6 twice, 7, 9 twice, 
11, 14 twice, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23; 9:15; 10:3; tL: 912: 2,5; 
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14:16, 21 twice). In all but three places, LXX. renders kvpus 
mavroxpdtwp, and twice xvpws tov duvdpewy (1:9; 7:4). The Syriac 
translation NIMD5°N corresponds to the LXX. ravroxpdrwp. All the 
attempted translations fail to give the original meaning and are 
no better than the mere transliteration caBasé (13:2). Vulg. 
gives “dominus exercituum,”’ which is perhaps the meaning in 
the original.— LXX. renders 177" (1:5) by &joovra, and this is 
followed by Vulg. which gives “‘vivent.” But the context requires 
the present tense, which is well expressed in the Hebrew. — Vulg. 
takes the whole of 1:6 as a question, but LXX. changes the inter- 
rogative sentence in the verse into an imperative sentence with 
the verb déyeoHe. —For "ME (1:6) LXX. gives évréddovar without 
any sufficient reason.—For avw") (1:6) LXX. incorrectly gives 
kat drexpOnoav.— FIST WN (1:12) is rendered by LXX. ds brepeides 
and by Targ. > pinay NMIVNID. But Vulg. and Pesh. agree 
with the Hebrew.— Vulg. translates Ti DAW MT (1:12) by 
“Iste iam septuagesimus annus est,’ and does not include the 
sentence in the question introduced by "M72 59 .—IS1N (1:17) 
is incorrectly rendered by Pesh. \p"nt2; Targ. joan LXX. 
diaxv0joovra:; but Vulg. gives the correct translation “affluent.”— 
Targ. fails to give the original sense of 2:11.—For Dwh 
(3:8) Pesh. has }73°p7 yonls which is not supported by any other 
version.—M/a¥ (8:8) is certainly a difficult word. LXX. ren- 
ders ’Avarodnv; Vulg. ‘“Orientem” ; and Pesh. S725. These trans- 
lators either take the word as an equivalent of Syr. NT, or 
read 17172 ; of. Zech. 6:12, Isa. 4:2, Jer. 23:5, 83:15. Aquil. 
renders the word by dvaduj, and Symm. by BAdornua. The last 
two seem to express the original most satisfactorily.— For MMz‘2 
FINMD (3:9), LXX. gives épvcow BéOpov, probably reading min; 
Aquil. dayrAvow dvotypata airs ; Targ. SOON "55 NIN ; Pesh. 
SIN RIX MMI. None of these readings seem to be better than 
the Hebrew, which is followed by Vulg. and Symm.— For "nw’ 
(3:9) LXX. gives Ypradyjow, and this is followed by Pesh.—LXX. 
seems to regard “wad (4:7) as an Aramaic infinitive from the 
root WW", and renders rot karop§ica. But this word is undoubt- 
edly a noun, as we find N7w/a5 in Targ. and NMYpD TS NON in 
Pesh.; an imperative form of "7 has probably been omitted 
before "Ww'a>,.— ANT Ia (4:10) is rendered by Targ. "15" 
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“2 and by Pesh. WMD PMN.—For 2737 ANT (4:10) 
LXX. gives rov dior tov xacowrepwov; Aquil. Kacourépov ; Symm. 
rov xexopispevov; Theod. dpdpot; Vulg. ‘“lapidem stanneum;” Targ. 
nmbipwa JAS 5 Pesh. NIWTI57 wexdd. None of these trans- 
lations can express the exact meaning of the original; for, in 
fact the Hebrew 5°725 is almost untranslatable.—"52w (4:12) 
is rendered by LXX. «Addo, and by Vulg. ‘““spicae.”’ The former 
is better than the latter.—For WX (4:14), LXX. gives ris 
TLOT HTOS ; Aguil. oTiArrvoTyTos ; Symm. édatov; Theod. Aapmpdrytos. 
__LXX. takes 15572 (5:1) either as a feminine form of 2074 or 
as an equivalent of the Aramaic nd572, and renders 8péravov. In 
this it is followed by the Pesh., but Aquil. and Theod. render 
SupOepa; Symm. xedadis OF ciAnpa. LXX. is certainly mistaken. — 
For OwaN OMA (6:3) LXX. gives zouxidor Yapor; Targ. pss 
y220p; Symm. and Theod. prefer zedidvof to roxido, but Aquil. 
takes the usual meaning of O°S’4N and renders xaprepoi. In 6:7 
DENG is rendered by LXX. and Targ. in the same way. But 
Theod. suggests icxupot; Aquil. offers an emendation by giving 
xvppot; but Symm. strangely gives ower prypévor. — TTI AN WPT 
(6:8) is taken by Targ. as an imperative sentence .—"T>M72 
=> ON Pao mx (6:10) is rendered by LXX. rapa trav 
épxdvrev, Kal mapa TOV Xpyoipov abrhs, Kal mapa TOY éreyvwxdtoy avTyV. 
The translator was either ignorant that these are proper nouns, 
or regarded them as symbolical names. A similar case may be 
noted in 6:14, where PPT Paw OM is rendered by ros 
Srropévovar Kat Tots Xpyoipors adTis, kat rots émeyvwxdow avryv. (Codex 
A: airov).— TW NO NIT (6:13) is variously rendered. LXX. 
translates the word Mt by dperqv; Aquil. émdogoryra ; another copy 
cimpéxeov; still another dogav; Vulg. “gloriam;” Targ. "1; Pesh. 
renders the whole sentence by NTATW dap) W1.— LXX., Vulg., 
Targ. and Pesh. take bx ma (7:2) as in the accusative. of direc- 
tion. —For mad (7:3) LXX. gives ev re olky, — "Iw “WANS 
(7:5) is rendered by LXX. éy rais réparraus 2 év tals €Bdopaus. But 
Aquil., Symm., and Theod. translate év 7¢ méymre kal év To EPdopy. 
The latter is the correct rendering.—For N72 YOS (7:14), 
LXX. incorrectly gives yiv éxrexryv. “MIDI. ++: ‘maw (8:3); 
Vulg. attaches two different tenses to these verbs, and translates 
“reyersus sum ,... et habitabo.” Pesh, avoids the difficulty by 


16 _ Tor Text or ZECHARIAH 1-8 


rendering both by participles. Wright regards the first verb as 
a present-perfect, and the second asa present. But this does not 
suit the context so well as the LXX. kai émorpépo.... Kat Kara- 
oxyvécw, which Targ. practically follows, by rendering 21S 
‘mow “AWN... .—Targ. renders "NIMS (8:5) by NIMES in 
order to distinguish the word from MAM at the beginning of 
the verse. The second. half of 8:6 is taken interrogatively by 
LXX., Vulg., Targ., and uncertain in Pesh. Hitzig, Kohler and 
others object to it. —3°wa (8:7) is rendered by LXX. ovo, but 
by Vulg. “salvabo.” The latter seems to be thé meaning in the 
original — DTN .... B95 (8:8) is rendered by Vulg. “in popu- 
lum....in Deum.’ This literal and unintelligible rendering 
shows that the translator did not understand the meaning of the 
passage. — For mand (8:9) LXX. gives ag’ 08 Gxoddyyra. From 
this, Hitzig concludes that LXX. read M3. Hitzig does not 
seem to have read the LXX. translation of the entire verse very 
carefully. —"371 V2 (8:10) is understood by Vulg. and Targ. to 
mean “on account of the affliction,” but Pesh. gives the correct 
translation, NUON Dqp ya Dery (8:12) is rendered by . 
Targ. How YT NIT, and by Pesh. N2w2 NIT NT. But the 
Vulg. translation “semen pacis erit’’ seems to be best.— For 
yisna (8:13) LXX. gives év eddoyia and weakens the sense of the 
original. 

9. Free translation or paraphrase.—This is very common, 
as every biblical student knows, in Targ. and Pesh. The varia- 
tions in this class may be divided into two groups. 

(a) -Cases in which the original sense is fairly presented. 

For $8p.... $2p (1:2), Targ. gives 59 IWIN... TTT 
“stp .— For povoy awe (1:3) Targ. has “W722 “ENN 
7ib> Naw ND —For “R WA wprT ND (1:4), LXX. gives of zpocéoxov 
rod eicaxovoal pov, and Targ. sarana> MEN ND. They seem simply 
to have paraphrased the same Hebrew text.— Pesh. paraphrases 
the whole of 1:5 as follows: DD¥5 N27 MAD PD TAN PIN NDS 
wr.—nupwr maw’ (1:11) is rendered by.Targ. XI2W Nam 
NO‘pwW.—For "Mw D (2:10) LXX. has owdéw. The meanings of 
the words are opposite to each other. But this is a clear case of 
paraphrase, because the scattering of the people from Babylon is 
practically the same as the gathering of them into Jerusalem. One 
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would expect something like "MS2p (Wellhausen, loc..cit., 175).— 
LXX. paraphrases Magda (3:4) by wod}py— For MUN 2 (4:2), 
LXX. gives érdvo airjs. (It is equivalent to the preceding rare 
Wellhausen, 177).—For "7172 (4:6) Targ. has "W223.—Targ. 
takes D135 7 (4:7) as referred to Rome, and gives a very full 
paraphrase of the whole yerse.— For NE°N1 (5:6), LXX. gives 
ro pérpov, and Vulg. “amphora,” both of which are inferior to 
Symmachus’ transliteration oi¢t.—For “17 (7:3), Vulg. gives 
“vel sanctificare me debeo,” and Targ. //pisDMN2 "WE SINT —For 
ow 2D Ot (7:3) LXX. gives #y ixava éry.—For YIU pad" 
“waw (7:12), Vulg. has “et cor suum posuerunt ut adamantem.”’ 
For pwn >> Sy (7:14) Targ. gives 72729 "3'2.— LXX. ren- 
ders (NTN DN (8:18) by Gapoeire, which is less exact than the 
Vulg. ‘‘nolite timere.” Cf. 8:15.—For wen WN OI TN 
(8:16) Pesh. gives the free translation TAY Wain} ‘etal 

(b) Cases in which the original sense is missed. 

Targ. paraphrases the second half of 1:5 as follows: DS) 
"Pp wads eb ava Van. But this does not agree with the 
context.—For 102) “7 “M7 (2:10), Targ. gives the paraphrase, 

_. SB™WO Ywiomsy pd TaN NTI DON. This is so dif- 
ferent from the Hebrew that I am inclined to regard it as a 
Targumic paraphrase of a different reading. At any rate, the 
reading is not in harmony with the remainder of the paragraph. 
In vv. 11-13, 14-16, 17, the commands are first given in the 
imperative form, and then followed by the reasons or grounds 
thereof, introduced by "3. Why should not v. 10 also have the 
same formula, seeing that its second half is.a causal clause intro- 
duced by "2? It is true that SSN introduces an imperative 
sentence, but it is not part of the divine message, which begins 
with WISMN.—For "7? MS Fa (2:18) Targ. gives ™ pov 
spins nn2.—For ON OI. wad 47(3:3) Targ. has 7% 
xmoinsd yop NOT ye? PTD pacws yoa ).—For WENT a 
(4:14) Targ. gives N"DID7 “A _—Targ. seems to disregard the 
sufix in Dry (5:6) and paraphrases DP py yasx.—The Tar- 
gumic paraphrase of v. 7 is extremely free.— For "M7 D8 34 
(6:8), Targ. gives "M7 Tr WW2y si Va8. Wellhausen, 179: 
one would expect the imperfect 15 Lore ahi) 
(6:12) Targ. gives the strange paraphrase, "271" s>sney TN. 
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__For Denwh pny) DNF ons NbN (7:6) Targ. has 82ND NOM 
ww PSX 72>. This rendering is inferior to the elliptical 
construction in the original, and is favored by no other versions. 
pe 357 Tha iniswa ws) (8:4) is incorrectly rendered 
by Targ. NYT "A072 Ty Vs" UPN TNA 7351.— Targ. 
wrongly renders part of 8:6 by N2U7 NNW "PP2 “NIT 7p"N 7D 
wp" “AIP F, VINN RM a yw. 

10. Interpretation rather than translation. — For rbz. 
(1:8) Targ. gives 5232, comparing “the shady valley” with 
Babylon.—D°a10 (1:13) is rendered by Targ: ‘\2pn.—Targ. 
renders "9 (1:17) by "29 “Mp.—For Np (2:1) Targ. gives 
p> , which seems to be an interpretation, though the translator 
may have read nvoba.— For wt >> (2:17) Targ. gives 2 
NWI, which cannot be accepted.—Targ. interprets TMS (3:8) 
by NMw.— For MENT ONT (5:6) Targ. has 1977 Nay POR 
Npwt NMd oa. Pa pa0—For Ws TN (5:11), LXX. 
gives yj BaBvAdvos; Targ. 5 ms"72 ; and Pesh. S227 NIN .— 
In the place of Mw (6:14) Targ. has NMMawN.—For e223 
(7:1), Pesh. gives 7125 377, which is no better than a mere 
transliteration as given in LXX., Vulg. and Arabic.— For DIS 
"IN “IMS (7:5) Targ. has “aIp PIN INS "IN DIT .— Pesh. 
interprets “31 7h (7:10) by "md Nopnatdy NIOC1.— For 
"a0 Vw pn) (7 2 12), 15.0.6 gives kal THY Kapoiav avrov éragay ameOy. 
—pnatn (7:12) is rendered by Pesh. NI7P15.— For NIP WWRS 
(7:18), Targ. gives N"22 PT) IN"DINNT NAD.— DMP (8:22) 
is rendered by LXX. wodAd, and by Targ. 7272". 

11. The translators change the text, so as to avoid difficulties, 
or to suit their own interpretation. 

For 8O7 (1:6), LXX. seems to have read “ZN, or omitted 
the word altogether.— For "NI5wi (2:15), Pesh. evidently read 
jw). But LXX. has kat caracxyvdcovow, which does not suit the 
context very well—th (2:17) is taken by Targ. as plural 
LXX. omits aN) (3:5), taking the last part of the preceding 
verse, as well as the first sentence of this verse, as Jahveh’s 
address to the angel attendants. But this omission is quite 
inconsistent with the LXX. translation of the preceding verse. 
Wellhausen, 176, adopts reading of the LXX. (‘V3°W).— For Wan 
(3:8), Pesh. evidently read DON.— For FINN. . . BA (3:10) 
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Targ. read TNM. . . 55, but this rendering weakens the figure 
in the original, which is a characteristic feature of Messianic 
speech (cf. Mic. 4:4).—For Ta (4:12) LXX., has év rats xepot.— 
In 5:5, Targ. read “2 for 12, and FONT for NXW.— Pesh. 
omits SM? SDT MX 2) (6:12), supposing, probably, that the 
copyist added here by mistake the first part of the following 
verse. But LXX. seems to regard MIT S57 AN Ta NT in 
6:13 as an unnecessary repetition of the last sentence of the 
preceding verse, and omits it altogether. I think the LXX. 
reading is more plausible than the Syriac.—For Ba" (7:2) 
Pesh. has Mowi.— For DN (7:3), Targ. gives NTEO.— For 
ponads ann 5x (7:10), Vulg. has “non cogitet in corde suo,” 
but the Heb. is more idiomatic and is supported by LXX., Targ., 
Pesh., and partly the Arabic.—For Np “WND (7:13), Pesh. gives 
TES MPT by. This reading is very smooth and seems to be 
correct.—D°pmw” (8:5) is rendered by Targ. PNAW (cf. 2 Sam. 
6:5). For sna (8:5), some Greek manuscripts of LXX. 
are based on the reading OONANI72.— For “2301 (8:8) LXX. 
reads “n2Dw).— LXX. renders FT OT (8:12) by rod Aaod pov 
rovrov, which is not correct, containing an addition —In 8:15, 
LXX. adds xat before "M2727, because the translator read "MAN 
for “Naw. For Dibw wea (8:16), Pesh. gives NAW) NIT. 


II. 
VARIATIONS DUE PRESUMABLY TO THE MSS. 

1. Errors made by the copyists of the versions.—In this 
class I include those errors which are due not to the original 
Hebrew text, or to the translators, but to the copyists of the text 
of a translation. 

(a) Addition: For 720" (7:11), Vulg. has “et averterunt,” 
which seems to be, as Wright suggests, a mistake of the copyists 
for “et verterunt.” 

(b) Omission: For Watn N22 (8:7), some Codd. of the 
LXX. have simply Svepav, but others add 4Atov.— In 8:13, LXX. 
has § olkos ‘Iovds Kat olxos ‘Iopayd. The omission of the article 
before the second ofkes is to be taken as a copyist’s error. 

(c) Repetition: For nM (7:12), LXX. has rod vépov pov. 
The pov seems to be a repetition by mistake of the latter part of. 
the preceding word, vopov. 
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(d) Alteration: For (5°U NDT (1:6), LXX. gives of xaredd- 
Booav. But it seems to be a corruption of od KxareddBooav. 

2. Errors due to the condition of the texts used by the 
translators.—That the texts used by the translators were in 
quite bad condition is evident from the existence of those pecu- 
liar variations which could not have arisen, if the writing had 
been clear, full, and exact. Some of the causes of these 
variations are: 

(a) Omission of the final B. “According to Lagarde, the 
three letters 1, 72, M, when occurring at the end of a word, were 
not written in the MSS. used by LXX., but represented by the 
mark of abbreviation (") which already appears on Hebrew 
coins.” (Driver’s The Books of Samuel, Introd., p. lxix). In my 
examination of Zech. 1-8, I have found at least one variation 
due to the omission of the final 0.—For 21w7a “YP (1:17) LXX. 
and Pesh. read 21073 OY, and Targ. 210 “ay ™Y. It is possible 
that the 72 of 21072 originally belonged to “, but it is more 
probable that the final 0 was omitted, as usual, in the original 
MSS.; and LXX. and Pesh. seem to present the correct reading. 

(b) Confusion of consonants. Considering the condition of 
the ancient MSS. used by the translators, and also their method 
of translation, it is not at all improbable that some consonants 
were confounded with others. In some cases the confusion 
seems to have arisen from a similarity in form, and in others, 
from a similarity in sound. 

For ‘Tn (2:4) LXX. reads T9775 and renders 103 éé5va. 
Schleusner thought that the LXX. translation has simply given 
the sense of the passage. But Vulg., Targ., and Pesh., though 
they do not give exact equivalents of the word, seem to have 
intended to translate T7755, which is certainly the correct 
reading.— The confusion of 1 with 4 is quitecommon. In 2:6, 
LXX. fails to give the suffix of FD"N. In 3:9, FMMD is rendered 
by LXX. without the suffix. In 4:2, LXX. and Pesh. again 
omit the suffix from 753. In 4:11, LXX. and Targ. do not 
give the suffix of MDIW2W. Again in 5:2, LXX. omits the 
suffix from Fam... ASIN. There is one case in which 7 is 
taken for 1, viz: in 4:3, LXX. reads M5357 for 7D>3>. Wellhausen, 
ETT ore sh yaya read 702, the suffix referring to 
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ss; cf. 11; 75507 is a false paraphrase.”—For NM) (2:8), 
LXX. reads NYS, and renders xaraxdprws; Symmachus drexioras ; 
Theodotion cis rAatés. But Vulg., Targ., and Pesh. agree with 
the Hebrew. Also see Wellhausen, Kleine Propheten, 175.—For 
Mim PAWNS (2:10), LXX. reads MINN JAN. Several MSS. 
and Vulg. read YA"ND. This reading seems to be better than 
the Hebrew, because MT YIN simply means “the four direc- 
tions,” and not the actual “winds.” Wright, however, does not 
believe YD"N2 to have been the reading of Vulg. or Pesh., and 
holds that the latter, at least, has probably read yard. The 
reading of an original MS. 5 for 7 (both being very much alike; 
see Richm-Baethgen, Handwérterbuch, article “Schrift” is very 
common. Mention may be made here of Hos. 9:7; Amos 5:8, 
17; Mic. 1:2; Zech. 2:10; 6:14. This explains satisfactorily 
the LXX. translation eéé (= 2) for Heb.5. Wellhausen, loc. ctt. 
175, says: “One would expect something like JA°N”2.”—For O11 
(2:17), LXX. has eidaBefobo; Pesh. Sma, and Targ. 15D. These 
translators seem to have read 7.—For the second 03) (3:7), 
LXX. reads BN).—For pi (5:3), Targ. gives "p>, which has 
perhaps, as Wright suggests, arisen from the confusion of pa 
with 22.— For Oy (5:6), LXX. reads O39 and renders 7 ddixia 
airév. Wellhausen, 178, follows LXX. and in addition omits as a 
gloss DNETT TENT MNT WN. Pesh. seems to follow LXX., 
and gives N21. Symmachus’ suggestion zpos totro ‘droBdérovar 
is certainly based upon the Heb. O2Y, but it is not an exact 
translation LXX. renders F2 (8:10) by gra, - probably 
reading 47". Lowe thinks, however, that the LXX. translator 
read "72 as an Aramaic future. At any rate, the verb should 
be taken as a past, as in Vulg., Pesh., and in some MSS. of 
the LXX. 

(c) Corruption of the Text. Though the confusion of conso- 
nants is, in a sense, due to the corruption of the text, yet, under 
this special heading, I include those strange and remarkable - 
variations which compel me to ascribe them to the fact that the 
original text was very badly corrupted and obscure. 

For 19727 (1:6), Pesh. gives 727NN. Perhaps the text was 
corrupt, but it is possible that the translator read ‘Yaw .—For 
msNwe (1:15), Vulg. has “opulentas;” Targ. ww yw; Pesh. 
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yws7n7; the English Version (both A. and R.) follows the 
Targ. But LXX. gives the correct rendering, ra ovveritiBepeva, 
which seems to be for D°NWI5, as Schleusner well suggested.* 
—For N¥° (2:7, after "2), LXX. seems to have read 3X) and 
renders eioryxe. But the Heb. is to be preferred, because it suits 
the context better.,— LXX. renders the second half of 2:12 by 
didre & awrdpevos tpOv os. 6 arrdpevos THs Képys ToD dpOadpod avrov, Aas 
if the, text. had read, PAID. 0) <iksye mana. This is followed by 
Targ. But Vulg. and Pesh. give faithful translations of the 
more vivid original Hebrew.—For ‘1531 (2:15), LXX. incor- 
rectly reads 1031, and renders xaragevéovrau.— For, AA (2:17), 
LXX. gives é vefeddv, and Pesh. N22. It is probable that 
the former read 72972 (72), and the latter m>97072.—For Ya"D" 
(3:5), LXX. has ériOere.— pot (3:7), a very difficult word, is 
rendered by LXX. dvaorpepopévovs, by Vulg. “ambulantes,” and 
by Pesh. yoo. Hitzig’s objection to Gesenius’ interpretation 
of the word does not prove that the form is an Aramaic hiph. 
participle from ert: Wellhausen, 176: o7D>5772 muss die Bedeu- 
tung “Zutritt” haben; cf. Jer. 80:21.— For FUN jANn (4:7), 
LXX. probably reads TWIN" jANM, as Schleusner supposed, and 
renders tov AdGov tis KAnpovopias. Vulg. translates “lapidem pri- 
marium,” and Pesh. also has NM" NEND. MUN is rendered 
by Aquila rév tpwrevovta, by Symmachus roy dkpov, and by Theodo- 
tion rév mpdtov. Targ. gives the interpretation, "ANT Frm wa mm 
yanpe maw. Weighing all these translations, we must reject 
the LXX. reading and adopt the Heb. as the original, though 
it is very difficult.— > (7 WA mNwN (4:7) is also very difficult. 
LXX. seems to have derived the word MiNWNM from TW, and 
renders iodryta xdpiros xdpita airs. This is followed by Aquila’s 
éLicdoe. xdpiros, and the Vulg. ‘“exaequabit gratiam gratiae eius.” 
Symmachus gives zpos yépw airps; Theodotion offers xatdéravais, 
xatdravors aity; Pesh. has NANI AXMTTWwI. These translations 
sufficiently testify to the helpless corruption of the Hebrew text. 
Wellhausen: ‘Der Sinn der letzten Worte des Verses lasst sich 
nur muthmassen.’—LXX. renders Douw Ww: (4:10) by of ém 
BAérovres, and this is followed by the Syriac 77°". But better is 
the Vulg. “discurrunt,” which is adopted in the English Version. 


* See, however, Wellhausen, loc. cit. 174, and Isa, 37:29, 
¥ Wellhausen, loc. cit, 174, suggests “JAY (cf. 3:5). 
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—For orb (4:12), LXX. seems to have read p>. — For 
riva> (5:3), LXX. reads either mia> or MD, and renders gus 
Gavérov. This, however, may be due to ‘the omission of the final 
"in the original MSS. Tischendorf’s text omits the second 
myas. Vulg. has “sicut ibi scriptum est”’ for the first MA 1, 
and “ex hoc similiter” for the second. Wellhausen: probably 
read AD MMA (= dic) “since how long.”’—For ‘NCS by 
(6:13), bX: gives (kal gota. iepeds) éx Sefiov adrod. Wellhausen, 
179, proposes to read 13°%2%2.— For 22ND (7:3), LXX. seems 
to have read 7D N2, as Wright suggests, and renders cicehjAvbev 
ose— For "KVaaT "Naw (8:15), LXX. gives maparéraypar cal Siave- 
vénpa. Wright’s suggestion that the translator read "NAWNM is 
plausible —OS"™9wa (8:16) is supported by all versions but 
Targ., which seems to have read DS"72, and renders }S""p3. 
—For omy "20 (8:20), Vulg. reads BY Taw" and renders 
“et habitent in civitatibus.” 

3. Recensional variations.—These are the variations which 
can be best explained by supposing the translators to have used 
MSS. more or less different from the MSS. on which our Masso- 
retic text is based. Some of the variations in this class are to be 
preferred to the Massoretic text, while others should be rejected. 
We note the following: 

(a) Errors made by the copyists of the Hebrew text. These 
are the deviations from the correct Hebrew text, which are solely 
due to the copyists of the Hebrew text, and which were adopted 
by the translators. («) Addition: For ‘iN ds (1:4) LXX. 
reads 179M DN.— For FT (1:18, 16; 8:17) LXX. reads TT 
MINDY, Pesh. following LXX. in 1:16 and 8:17.—For "M2 
(1:16) LXX. reads "1°21.— After VAN) (1:6) LXX. adds zpos 
airév, and is followed by Pesh. But other similar passages favor 
the Hebrew reading. (8) Omission: From pray) (2:18) 
Pesh. omits 5.—In 4:2, the K¢thibh "WAN" must be a copyist’s 
error (Wellhausen, 141). The Qeré suits the context better, 
and is found in many MSS., LXX., Itala, Vulg., Targ. and Pesh. 
— From "ns p37 (6:8) LXX. omits "MS, and in this is followed 
by Pesh.—For 82 (6:10) LXX., Pesh. and Targ. (in London 
Polyglot) read 82 .— From 6:12, LXX. and Pesh. omit "’aX> in 
both cases._—TMNBE (7:4) is omitted in some Codd., Targ. and 
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Pesh.—(y) Repetition: For Wyati Myaw (4:2) LXX. and 
Vulg. read simply M2w. We are either to take these words 
distributively, or perhaps better to regard the second as a mere 
repetition by mistake of the first (so Hitzig, Hwald, Henderson). 
Kohler and Wright conjecture that there are two sets of seven 
pipes each. Briggs favors this view. But this interpretation 
does not seem to be more natural than to regard the second M¥2W 
as a copyist’s error. (Wellhausen, 176—-7).—(8) Explanatory 
or marginal glosses, which crept into the text: For wy (hho 8 
Vulg. reads apyara wr , as in Hag. 1:1 and 15.—After "MS 
(1:6) LXX. adds év mvevparé pov. This may have been copied 
from 7:12.—After T75 AN (2:4) LXX. adds kai rév "Iopayd xar- 
éafav.— After DDI DAD) (8:19) LXX. gives kat dppavOjoecde. 
—(e) Changes made by the copyists to avoid difficulties or ambi- 
guities: For 208 (1:6) some Codd. and Theodotion have vpiv.— 
For DOW Pa (1:8) LXX. seems to have read *O™ 37 [73 and 
renders dva pécov rév dvo dpéwv; and in this is followed by the Arabic. 
Hitzig thinks that the LXX. translator may have read B™I0N.— 
For 7S "W7 (2:11) LXX. has eis Suév, which does not suit the 
context. Lowe, however, compares this with a similar mistake in 
Ezek, 21:15.—For 7mX (3:4) LXX. has airév. Wellhausen, 176, 
proposes to read NN8.—For mn75 (4:2) LXX. reads mI"9.-— 
For my" (4:9) some Codd., Vulg., Targ. and Pesh. read 
panyv4" (plur.; so Wellhausen, 177).— For MNT (5:7) LXX. has 
iSov, and Vulg. “ecce”; Wellhausen, 178, adopts 937) from LXX. 
text, or simply 1.—For Do7ay (8:23) LXX. reads ya in both 
cases. Some copies have pera ood for the first, and pera iudy for 
the second, and Pesh. is like this. But Vulg. and Targ. support 
the Hebrew.—(¢) Changes which cannot be easily accounted 
for: For "M35 (2:16) Targ. gives "yan" and Pesh. R2UX31.— 
For n>>> yep" (6:7) LXX. gives kal éréBXerov Tot mopevecOa, and 
other copies ai é£yrovv, cal éréBXerov 70d ropeverba. It is possible that 
the translator read "pa" .—For Dwr 1 (8:12) LXX. seems 
to have had a different text, and gives 7} dEw eipjvnv. Wellhausen, 
181, reads: DISH PWN "D.— For NAN ON NAN “aw dh) (8:21) 
LXX. gives the strange translation kat ovvededcovrar katouxodvres 
mévte TOAaS eis TOW piav. But other copies have xarouxotyres pilav 


> ¢ 
els pla. 
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(b) The original readings preserved in the ancient MSS. used 
by the translators. All the recensional variations are not cor- 
ruptions and incorrect readings, but some of them are to be pre- 
ferred to the Massoretic text, and seem to be the original readings. 
We mention the following: 

In 1:8, Pesh. correctly omits 1371.— Before E°p7w (1:8) 
LXX. and Pesh. have the conjunction 1.— For qwoan Soy MON 
"2 277 (1:9) Pesh. gives "> ani 7a Sot Ronda NO. This is 
perhaps to be preferred, in view of the similar formulae in this para- 
graph (1:10, 11, 12, 18).—For Y>Na (1:11) LXX. reads 522, 
VSs1.—In 1:13, LXX. adds ‘ before BAM BS7.—In 2:2 2 
LXX. and Pesh. read "S38 TON 7W72.—In 2:4, LXX. omits Ward 
and gives zpdés wé instead. This reading agrees with the form of the 
similar passages in 1:9; 2:2, 6, 8, etc., and is probably correct.—- _- 
For mi (2:4) Targ.seems to have read M171 and renders 7am). — 
This suits the context remarkably well, and even adds a rhetorical 
force, and therefore I am inclined to take it as the original read- 
ing.—From t3) (2:10) LXX., Vulg., and Pesh. omit the 
conjunction 1.— For a (2:15) LXX. and Pesh. read i=in Set 
LXX. and Vulg. read 777 "3N7.— For TT WN (3:2) Pesh. 
read Wy" ayo Vann (cf. Wellhausen, loc. cit., 175).—For 
~o (3:4) LXX. reads yoy. Wellhausen considers "ON Wan 
72 ....as a parenthetical insertion. — For poco (4:9) LXX. 
reads TOR. This suits the context well, and seems to be the 
correct reading, though all the other ancient versions favor the 
Hebrew.— For > ma (7:2) LXX. Targ., Pesh. and Baer 
read DXM°2 as one word.— Before "3 (7:10) LXX., Vulg. and 
Targ. add the conjunction 1.——Before "aNd (8:1) many Codd. 
and Pesh. read 8. In spite of the objection of the Massorah 
this seems to be the correct reading in view of 4:8; 6:9; 7:4, 8. 





II. 
VARIATIONS OF DOUBTFUL ORIGIN. 


While there are not a few doubtful cases among the variations 
which have thus far been discussed, it is even more true of the varia- 
tions under this special heading, variations which are extremely 
difficult to explain. Their origin may be accounted for as: 
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1. Recensional, or a change made by the translator. For 
instance: 

: In 2:4, BMA MIP MN is rendered by LXX. 14 récoapa xépura. 
The Hebrew is to be preferred. For 037 (7:2), part of a proper 
name, LXX. has ’ApBececép. 

2. Recensional, or due to the carelessness on the part of the 
translator. Note the following examples: 

For 77" (2:4) LXX. reads 7".— For jE. M3 (2:14) 

Targ. reads [7S N72, and renders j7S7 NMID. The translator, 
however, may have been misled by the usual scriptio defectiva in 
the original MSS. 

3. Recensional, or misinterpretation of the translator. Thus: 

For Yas) (3:5) Vulg. and Pesh. read "WAN, and, as the 
result, the former gives the duplicate statement that Joshua was 
clothed with new garments, and both present an unpleasantly 
abrupt change from the direct imperative 19°07 to the indirect 
jussive Ya"D". It is best to follow the Heb. and Targ., and read 
“Yas, because it suits the context best and also strengthens the 
contrast between [73S and 0 32.-——For 2535 (7:7) LXX. gives 
9 dpewn; Pesh. seems to follow LXX. and renders R30. 

4. Due to the corruption of the text, or an intentional change 
made by the translator. So we have: 

In 1:6, LXX. has an additional word 8éxeoe, which is proba- 
bly for Mp, as has been suggested; and this reading may have 
arisen from some confusion connected with the word “prt .—For 
my (8:22) Targ. has yon. The translator may have given his 
interpretation of the original. . 

5. Recensional, or due to the condition of the text: 

For DN (1:5) Pesh. read "87°22. The absence of the 
final D in the original text may have misled the Syriac trans- 
lator to read "8°27 for "N239.—For aw (1:6) Pesh. has 
YIINN.—For O73 (1:7) Pesh. gives NI2%.—In 2:9, Pesh. 
omits 51D and gives S52 in its place. 


GENERAL OBSERVATIONS. 


It is undoubtedly true that some of the explanations offered 
in this thesis are far’from satisfactory. But, taking it for granted 
that most of them are correct or probable, it may not be uninter- 
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esting to observe some of the characteristic variations in the dif- 
ferent versions. Most of the variations in the tense of a verb are 
found in LXX. The changes from one part of speech into another 
are found only in LXX. and Pesh. Variations due to a different 
pointing are characteristic of LXX., but those due to a different 
grouping of words are rare outside of Pesh. LXX. has many 
additions, but Pesh. has only a few, and Vulg. none. Omissions 
are most numerous in Pesh., and half as many in LXX., but very 
rare in Vulg. and Targ. Variations arising from a violation of 
the principles of Hebrew syntax are found almost exclusively in 
LXX. Some explanatory glosses are given in Targ. and Pesh., 
but more in LXX. Obscure rendering is a characteristic of Pesh., 
and too literal translation is common in LXX. Paraphrase and 
interpretation are abundant in Targ., but most of the strange, 
inexplicable variations are found in LXX. Misinterpretations 
are quite numerous in all versions, but original readings are pre- 
served more in LXX. and Pesh. than in the other versions. 


EMENDATIONS OF THE MASSORETIC TEXT ON THE BASIS OF THE 
ANCIENT MANUSCRIPTS AND VERSIONS. 
1: 8. Omit 2-4 with Pesh. and read Dp ww following LXX. and 
Pesh. 
9. Read aby on) tel eorlcd atsat qNoan o" with Pesh. 
11. Read "aN Son, following LXX. 
13. Read Qy4n3 D727) with LXX. 


15. Read DE'NwIT with LXX. (but LXX. ovveritievéva) and see Well- 
hausen, Kleine Propheten, 174. 


17. Read pO-™) with LXX. 
2: 2. Read 4x 7s p77, following LXX. and Pesh. 
4. Read ™5>x for say), Pillowine LXX.; and mnt) for mtn, fol 


lowing Targ. 

10. Omit the conjunction } from 4034, (so-also Wellhausen, loc. cit., 
175) following LXX., Vulg. and Pesh.; and read SaN2 its 
several MSS., Vulg. an Pesh. 


“15. Read 5 for “5, following LXX. and Pesh. 

3: 1. Insert [PD after "V7, following LXX. and Vulg. 
2. Read 77" qNo73 =™AN7) with Pesh. 
4, Read yy, following LXX. (so Wellhausen, 175). 

4: 2. Read "7ax4 with the Qeré; and omit yA w4. 
9, Read TOR with LXX. 


10. 
13. 
Sia 
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Read W522 following one of Baer’s MSS. 


Read 35 for 72M, following two MSS. 

Read INS with Ewald. Wright’s objection to this emendation 
is not conclusive. 

Read 4°20 MND with Baer, following some Aiciees Hebrew 
and Greek MSS. 


Omit Si SDS my 2" Ny, following LXX. 

Read 5°32 (so Baer-Delitzsch) as one word, following LXX., 
Targ. and Pesh. 

Read “35 with LXX., Vulg. and Targ. 

Read “ANP =wer5, following Pesh. 

Insert "5 before =yan5, following many Codd. and Pesh. 

Omit 5°55 with Hitzig. 
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